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ATTORNEY di sci plinary proceedi ng. Attorney’s i cense

suspended.

11 PER CURIAM W review the report of the referee
recommendi ng that the license of Jeffrey I. Gehl to practice |aw
in Wsconsin be “revoked for at |east three years” as discipline
reciprocal to the discipline inposed on him by the Illinois
Suprene Court for professional msconduct occurring in that
jurisdiction. That m sconduct consisted of his failing to provide
conpetent representation, act wth reasonable diligence and
pronpt ness, keep clients reasonably informed of the status of
| egal matters and conply wth reasonable requests for
information, deliver to clients all papers and property to which
they were entitled, refund a part of a fee paid in advance that
had not been earned, nmneke reasonable efforts to expedite
l[itigation consistent with the interests of clients, deliver to
clients or third persons funds or other property they were
entitled to receive, and deposit funds in which both he and a

client claimed an interest into a separate account until there
1
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was an accounting and severance of their interests. In addition,
At t or ney Gehl engaged in conduct prej udi ci al to t he
adm ni stration of justice and brought or defended a proceedi ng or
asserted or controverted an issue in it without a basis for doing
so that was not frivol ous.

12 The m sconduct in which Attorney Gehl was found to have
engaged warrants our inposition of discipline reciprocal to that
inposed in Illinois. Under the Illinois rules, Attorney CGehl my
petition for license reinstatenent three years after the date of
inposition of that discipline, but the Wsconsin rule, SCR
22.28(3),"! specifies that a petition for reinstatenment nmay not be
filed until five years after the effective date of revocation.
Accordingly, we determne that a three-year |icense suspension is
appropriate reciprocal discipline to inpose.

13 Attorney Gehl was admtted to the Wsconsin bar in
1987. He has not been the subject of a prior disciplinary
proceeding in this state. The referee, Attorney David Friedman,

made the follow ng findings of fact.

! SCR 22.28 provides, in pertinent part: Reinstatenment.

(3) An attorney whose license is revoked or suspended for 6
months or nore for msconduct or nedical incapacity shall not
resunme practice until the license is reinstated by order of the
suprenme court. A petition for reinstatement may be filed at any
time commencing, in the case of a l|icense suspension, 3 nonths
prior to the expiration of the suspension period or, in the case
of a license revocation, 5 years after the effective date of
revocation. A petition for reinstatenent shall be filed with the
court and a copy shall be filed with the adm ni strator.
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14 On  Sept enber 23, 1996, the Illinois attorney
disciplinary authorities filed a notion with the Illinois Suprene
Court seeking to have Attorney Gehl’s nane stricken from the
Master Roll of Attorneys in that state. That notion, in which
Attorney Gehl joined, was filed pursuant to the Illinois
“Di sbarnment on Consent” rule and was acconpanied by an affidavit
in which Attorney Gehl stated that the evidence that would have
been submtted at a hearing would establish <clearly and
convincingly the professional m sconduct alleged in the
disciplinary authority’'s statenent of charges. The |Illinois
Suprene Court granted the notion and struck Attorney CGehl’s nane
fromthe roll of attorneys Novenber 26, 1996

15 The m sconduct alleged was the foll ow ng. Between 1989
and 1994, Attorney Gehl acted as corporate counsel to the Chicago
Di vorce Association. Starting in the sumrer of 1992, Attorney
Robert Stuligross, who was licensed to practice law in Wsconsin
but not in Illinois, began renting office space from Attorney
Gehl in Chicago. Although Attorney Gehl was aware that Attorney
Stuligross was not licensed in Illinois, in My, 1994, Attorney
Stuligross entered into a contract wth CDA by which he was to
receive a nonthly retainer fee to represent its nenbers in
di vorce proceedi ngs. Because Attorney Stuligross was not |icensed
in Illinois, Attorney Gehl filed a supplenental appearance in
each case assigned to Attorney Stuligross but had no further
i nvol venent with those cases.

16 Attorney Gehl was aware that Attorney Stuligross was

handling at Ileast 40 divorce cases in Cook county, Illinois
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between June, 1992 and June, 1993.%2 In nmany of those cases,
Attorney Stuligross filed petitions pursuant to Illinois Suprene
Court Rule for permission to practice as a foreign attorney in an
i sol ated case, and Attorney Gehl was |listed as the “sponsoring”
attorney in those petitions. Wen Attorney Stuligross ceased
representing CDA clients in June, 1993, Attorney GCehl assuned
those representations. Thereafter and for the next 18 nonths, he
enpl oyed Attorney Stuligross as a “paralegal” to draft pleadings
and correspondence, conduct discovery, do research, and handle
communi cations with all of is CDA clients. He also had Attorney
Stuligross continue to mneke court appearances on behalf of
certain of those clients he had represented prior to June, 1993.
Based on that conduct, Attorney Gehl was found to have assisted a
person not a nenber of the bar in the performance of activity
constituting the unauthorized practice of |law and to have engaged
in conduct prejudicial to the admnistration of justice.

17 Bet ween  Jul vy, 1993 and Mar ch, 1994, I n hi s
representation of four CDA clients, Attorney Gehl failed to
provide conpetent representation and act wth reasonable
diligence and pronptness, failed to keep clients reasonably
informed of the status of their matters and conply with their

reasonabl e requests for information, failed to explain matters to

2 W suspended the license of Attorney Stuligross for two

years as discipline for professional msconduct, including his
representation of |Illinois divorce clients while not being
licensed to practice law in that jurisdiction. D sciplinary
Proceedi ngs Against Stuligross, 208 Ws. 2d 200, = N WwW2d
(1997).
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the extent reasonably necessary to permt them to make infornmed
decisions regarding his representation, failed to segregate their
funds from his own, failed to deliver to them all papers and
property to which they were entitled, failed to nake reasonable
efforts to expedite litigation consistent with their interests,
and engaged in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or
m srepresentati on and which was prejudicial to the adm nistration
of justice.

18 In an unrelated nmatter, Attorney Gehl failed to make
mont hly paynents required by a |oan consolidation agreenent he
signed in 1988 that included several student |oans guaranteed by
the Illinois Student Assistance Conm ssion that he had used to
finance his |law school education. In August, 1992, the I|ending
bank was reinbursed by the State of Illinois as guarantor of the
| oans. When Attorney Gehl made no paynents after August, 1992
the matter was referred to a collection attorney and suit was
commenced in June, 1994. Attorney GCehl failed to file an
appearance or answer, and default judgnent in the anount of
$50, 305 was entered agai nst him

19 In July, 1992, Attorney Gehl received attorney fees of
$111,666.66 relating to his representation of a client but did
not make any paynent regarding the student loan. In the Illinois
disciplinary proceeding, it was concluded that Attorney Gehl
avoided in bad faith the repaynent of an education |oan
guaranteed by the Illinois Student Assistance Conm ssion, in
violation of a specific Illinois rule for which there is no

W sconsin counterpart.
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120 During the course of the Board of Att or neys
Prof essional Responsibility (Board) investigation of this matter,
a menber of the district professional responsibility conmttee
made nunerous attenpts to contact Attorney Gehl and offered to
meet with himin Chicago on a specified date. Attorney Gehl did
not return the telephone calls or respond to the district
commttee nmenber’'s letter. He also failed to appear to give
testinmony in the investigation and respond to three subsequent
letters fromthe Board requiring a response on the issue of his
failure to cooperate in the investigation. The referee concl uded
that Attorney Gehl thereby violated SCR 21.03(4).3 In respect to
the other m sconduct, the referee concluded that Attorney Gehl
violated the Rules of Professional Conduct for Attorneys
corresponding to the Illinois rules he violated.*

111 As discipline for the totality of his msconduct, the
referee recommended that Attorney CGehl’s |icense be revoked for
at least three years, reciprocal to the discipline inposed in
Illinois. He also recomended that Attorney Gehl be required to
pay the costs of this proceeding.

12 W adopt the referee’s findings of fact and concl usi ons
of law and suspend Attorney Cehl’'s license to practice law in

Wsconsin for a period of three years. W also inpose as a

® General principles. (4) Every attorney shall cooperate
with the board and the admnistrator in the investigation,
prosecution and disposition of grievances and conplaints filed
with or by the board or adm nistrator.

4 SCR 20:1.1, 1.3, 1.4(a) and (b), 1.15(a), (b) and (d),
1.16(d), 3.1(a)(3), 3.2, 5.5(b), and 8.4(c).
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condition of reinstatenent of that |icense that upon seeking
reinstatenent, Attorney Gehl establish that his license to
practice law in Illinois has been reinstated and the effective

date of that reinstatenent.

113 IT IS ORDERED that the license of Jeffrey |I. Gehl to
practice law in Wsconsin is suspended for a period of three
years, commencing the date of this order

124 1T IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date
of this order, Jeffrey |I. Gehl pay to the Board of Attorneys
Pr of essi onal Responsibility the ~costs of this proceeding,
provided that if the costs are not paid within the tine specified
and absent a showing to this court of his inability to pay the
costs within that tinme, the Ilicense of Jeffrey |I. Gehl to
practice law in Wsconsin shall remain suspended until further
order of the court.

115 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Jeffrey |I. Gehl conply with
the provisions of SCR 22.26 concerning the duties of a person

whose license to practice law in Wsconsin has been suspended






